rather than nonconformity, is contrasted with conformity.
II -2-
One or the other of these unidimernsionul mooels have been employed, explicitly or implicitly, by virtually all workers in the areas of social influence and attitude changes Both of these models speak to responses and in this sense are descriptive of behavior.
That is, the concern is not with relationships between independent and dependent variables directly, but rather with a specification of the response, or dependent variable, side of the total picture. Such response models are to be contrasted with process models (e.g., Hollander, 1958; Kelman, 1961) which are primarily concerned with the processes occurring over time which can account for observed relationships between independent variables and dependent ones.
An alternate model of response has recently been suggested by Willie (1962a) , and serves as the basis for the research to be reported here. According to this model, at least two dimensions are required for the construction of an adequate theoretical framework for representing conformity and nonconformity. The first of these dimensions is that of dependenceindependence, while the second is that of conformity-anticonformity. These dimensions are represented as orthogonal to one another (see Figure 1) .
Three basic modes of responding to felt social pressures are delineated--conformlty, independence, and ant iconformity.
Pure conformity behavior is defined as a completely consistent attempt on the part of the individual to behave in accordance with the normative expectations of a specified group, as he sees theme Pure independence behavior occurs whenever the individual perceives relevant normative expectations, but gives zero weight to them as guides to his behavior* This does not mean that the individual fails to "weigh" the expeotatiorwn in the sense of evaluating their importance and relevance, but rather that, whatever the process, he rejects them for purposes of formulating his decisions. The independent person is one capable of resisting social pressures, rather than one who is unaware of them or who merely ignores them.
In the case of pure anticonformity, the response of the individual is directly antithetical to the norm prescription.
Consider the individual faced with a decision between two alternatives, one of which has been socially defined as right, the other as wrong.
If the two alternatives can be considered as diametrically opposed, then choosing the one defined as wrong would exemplify pure enticonformity behavior. Pure anticonfomity behavior, like pure conformity behavior, is pure dependence behavior.
In Figure 1 , points C and A represent pure conformity and pure antioonformity, respectively. than to Point C.
Procedure
Design: The present experiment was conceived to experimentalý, manipulate proximity to each vertex of the triangle in Figure 1s The strategy employed was to vary several variables at once in an attempt to maximiis between group differences in location within Triaungle CIA* Subet Wd experimental conditions. Subjects were 36 volunteers from lower division classes at Washington University.
Of these, 12 were male and 24 were female.
Four males and 8 females were randomly assigned to each of the three experimental goups. So in one group, the C-group, performed under conditions designed to yield a high degree of conformity behavior; So in the second group, the I-group, performed under conditions designed to elicit a high degree of independence behavior; and those in the third group, the A-group, performed under conditions intended to evoke a high degree of anticonformity behavior.
Stimuli &nd I "a* The stimuli for the main task were 100 lines, ranging in length from 3 to 9 inches, These were drawn on cardboard with four lines paer 8 x 10 card. Under each line -7-appeared a numerically expressed comparison length. Mhe task was to judge whether the line was longer or shorter than this numerical length.
In actuality, each stimulus line was exactly equal to the comparison length, but Si were told that the stimulus lines were longer half the time and shorter half the time, and that they would do well to make about on equal number of plus (longer) and minus (shorter) responses overall. 
3) strength of set towards reaffirming initial
Judgments on second responses, and 4) reward structure.
The specific differences among experimental groups will be seen in Table 1 . The pretest consisted of twenty stimulus lines of the same kind as those Judged subsequently. These were presented one to a card, and each B Judged the series essentially at his own rate. Judgments of longer and shorter were required in equal numbers. Answer sheets were then shamscored by E and predetermined results were reported to Sa.
In the C-group, each S was informed that his partner had Judged 18 of the 20 stimuli correctly. In the I-group, each _ was told that he himself had received a score of 18. In the A-group, each S was led to believe that his partner had scored only 3 correct on the pretest.
In both the C-group and the A-group, instructions included a statement to the effect that Ss would be able to do better by adopting a flexible attitude which allowed the recognition and correction of mistakes, while the instructions for the _-group stressed that it would be better to trust one's initial reaction, when in doubt.
Experimenter feedback was programmed in the C-group so as to make the partner appear to be correct in his Judgments 90 per cent of the time, while in the I-group, it was _ himself who was presented as being correct 90 per cent of the time.
The partner was allowed to appear correct on only 10 per cent of the trials in the &-group.
-12 - In the A-group, S was under the impression that both he and his partner each received one point in the event that they both judged a stimulus correctly, but that if one were correct and the other incorrect, the former would receive two points.
Instructions further emphasised that the object for 3 was to get mor. points than his partner.
Results
As will be seen in Table 2 , the three experimental groups differ, both with respect to x-scores (independence) and Z-scores (net conformity). Analysis of variance indicates that both sets of means differ significantly among themselves.
For the x-scores, the P ratio is 16.79, while that for the I-soores is 22.36, each with 2/33 degrees of freedom. Both of these values are significant considerably beyond the 001 level,
Duncan range tests (Duncan, 1955; Edwards# 1960, pp.136-140) were employed to test the significance of differences between adjacent means@ The x-means for the C and A groups differ significantly at the .05 level, while the corresponding difference between the I and A groups is significant at the .005 level. .375 The difference between the 2 and I groups is significant at the .001 level.
Application of the Duncan test to differences between overall z-means also revealed each to be significantly different from the others.
The difference between the I and & group means in significant at the .05 level, that between the C and I groups at the s001 level, and that between the C and A groups at the .001 level. Table 3 presents independence and net conformity means for each experimental group by blocks of twenty trials. The trends are# by and large, rather consistent. The I-group is highly independent during the first block of trials, and becomes even more so on successive blocks of trialse Both of the other groups show a tendency to become more dependent over blocks of trials. As anticipated, the C-group shows a strong tendency towards increasing conformity as trials progress. Also as anticipated, the A-group exhibits considerable movement along the Z-axis in the direction of anti-
conformity. An incidental observation is that the L-group
shows a little movement in the direction of less net conformity.
Mean movement scores are shown in the last column of Table 3 . The &-movement score for a group was computed by subtracting the x-score on the first block of trials from that on the last block of trials, The Z-movement scores were computed in an analogous manner* Movement scores were tested by means of t tests. The C-group was the only one which showed a significant amount of movement along the a-axis; with a t equal to 2.33, and 11 degrees of freedbm, this Is significant at the .05 level. the C-and A-groupsa nor that between the I-and A-pgoups# was significant. However, the C-and I-groups differed significantly at the .005 level.
As for final differences in mean y-scores, the F ratio is 22.35 (df z 2/33; p(00l)s and a Duncan range test showed that all pairs of means differ significantly from one another.
That between the I-and A-groups differ significantly at the .05 level, while the two remaining differences are both significant at the .001 level.
Although it Is not possible to determine the effects of each independent variable separately, it is possible to divide the four independent variables into two groups of two each on the basis of producing initial differences between groups# or producing differential movement effects. Experimenter feedback and reward structure can be assumed to be responsible for movement effect,, while the pretest and set (flexibility The object of this experiment was to manipulate simultaneously a number of independent variables so as to elicit one of the three basic modes of reacting from each of the three experimental groups. Conditions for one group were designed to maximize conformity# those of the second to maximize Independence, and those of the third to maximize antioonformitye The predic.lon that these reactions can be brought under experimental control and can be substantially and differentially produced In the laboratory was confirmed. Differences among experimental groups
-
were sizeable as measured either by overall differences in independence and net conformity or by movement scores. In the case of the condition designed to maximize independence behaviop, the theoretical limit was closely approached. For the conformity and anticonformity groups, the respective limits were less closely approached, but magnitudes of movement towards these limits were larger than in the case of the independence group. Consider the case in which no patterns of type A occur. This implies a a 0 and u = 1; as always, 144 a 1. Since points C and I both correspond to u = 1, it is reasonable to locate cases for which a a 0 and u w 1 along line CI at a distance from C proportionate to the magnitude of Is. This is represented by point U in Figure 3 . Similarly, cases for which a u 1 and u * 0 are located between points 0 and A at a distance from _0 proportionate to the magnitude of i_ This appears as point V in Figure 3 . In brief, the magnitude of i (or c, which is I -1) determines the line UV. Cases for which 0cuil, or for which 1>00, can be located along line Me. at a distance from q proportionate to the magnitude of a. This general case is labelled P(x,y) in Figure 3 . It remains to express the coordinates of P40
x and 1, algebraically.
Letting the distance from the origin at 0 to any vertex equal unity, OV = L. 1his follows from the rule for locating V.
Construct WU, parallel to 01. From the rule for locating M, V_• 21v CUA& i_. It can furthermore be shown that the triangle CWU is isoceles, and thus CW x WU a Ls Therefore WV a l, and Consequently,
x. ui Cl1
By the Pythagorean theorem, Vy 2 0 u2 (1 2 -. _ 2 ) u2 L2 * up.
Therefore, V I s u, and Z u u -i. Because u 1-a, and i 1 -this can be re-written as -23
Formula £2) is identical with the "obvious" formula for net conformity considered above, but formula [1, for the independence score, has acquired a u as a coefficient. The revised formulas not only give u a role equally prominent to those given the proportions for the other response patterns (thus pleasing symmetrophiles), but they also yield the relationships required by the conceptual framework. Consider again the subject who caused so much trouble above by invariably disagreeing with the response of the model. His net conformity score is still -1.00, but his independence score, by formula C1• , is zero* There is now a place for this subject in the triangle CIA, namely at point A.
The changing slope of UV is of significance. When a : 1 and It is also possible to demonstrate that response patterns of type C and I affect the x and Z scores in a variable manners depending upon the relative frequencies of u and ae ahis can be done by deriving the equations for x and Z in an alternate way. A point _ is located on CO at a distance from C proportionate to a, and a point T is located on IA at a distance from I also proportionate to a. P (!x) is then located on line ST at a distance from S proportionate to I. (ST is not shown in Figure 3 .
Considerations of symmetry make it clear that the equations for
x and Z will be the same as those found by the first method.
When u S 0 and a = 1, the slope of line ST will be negative infinity. Then type C response patterns will contribute positively to the y score, while type I patterns will diminish the value of ye Neither pattern will have any effect on the a scores which remains equal to 1.
W~hen u = 1 and a : 0, type C patterns will contribute equally to x and ZO while type I patterns will diminish both scores equally* A careful consideration of the interdependencies between u and a on the one hand and o end . on the other leads to the conclusion that the assumptions underlying equations [11 and I are quite tenable from a psychological point of view.
